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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulémaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in. MB Docket No. 04-233.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

@) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people wha da not.share-their values. The NPRM's-proposed advisory board propesals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chaosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the. Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
refigious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a ¢hallenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: () by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals wotld force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCG not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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[ submit the following comments in resporise to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the |
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No 04-233. FCL, Mail 3 oom

. . Anynew FCC rules; policies orﬁprocedUre‘s must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, 4if ehacted; WODId’do §6 — and must not be adopted.

s .. ) . TheFECC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
T people who do. not share their.values. The NPRM's pfopeséd advisory board proposals would impose such
- unconstitutional mandates. . Religious broadcasters who'resist advice from those who don't share their
" .values could face increased harassment, complairits ard eyén loss of license for choosing to follow their own
. consciences, rather than allowing incompatible wewpomlé to 8Hape their programming. The First
PP Amendmentprohlblts government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
: particularly a religious broadcaster, must preseht.

(2 The FCC must riot turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed. public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
‘ . gonscientiously objects to-theimessagei - The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
.-~ ‘mandates onany-religion; ~ ~Tmmilet 4k A0 BOILENET

3) TheFCE must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting.on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
o automatically barred from routine renewal applicatien processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
o . review of certain classes:of applicants by the Commissioriers themselves wotld amount to coercion of
Teligious broadeasters. Those who stay true to their-conseciences and present only the messages they
s .. «correspond to, their beliefs.could face lomg, expensive aiid-potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

o e oo o5 e (B - ManyChristian.broadcasters operate‘on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

- .. o Stations. Keepingthe electricitylflowingisofteri-a ¢hallenge. “Yet, the Commission proposes to further

e oA squeeze:nichesand smaller market: broadoasters, by:stiistanially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
w4 v staff preseneewhenever arstatién'is on'the air and; (b)~by§juﬁher restricting main studio location choices.
T Raising .costs:with these proposals-would force-servicetctitbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

v

We urge the FCC.not to adept rules, procegdtires or policies discussed above.
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1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklngmg 2 6 ?rmq
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. _ FCC

Any new FCC rules, palicies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of ROom
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopte who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public fortm where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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" ing (tHECd &
| submikthe following comments n response fo the Localism Notice of Proposed Rufemaking ( Ingpe Ctey
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . > !
L -y .. - - ARy:new FCGC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amenament rignts. A n}_\_mbe_er (S 6 ZQCS
o : _proposals. discussed in the NPRM,; if enaoted, would:do so ~ and must not be adopted. i
Ao o, oowf3) -+ The FGC must hot force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from BRNELE

R .., peopleiwho do notshare their values. The-NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

A - +. ,uncopstifutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values,gould face increasedharassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allewing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) . - TheFCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Preposed.public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects.to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

__Mmandates on-any refigion. . : ‘

X (3) ; The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice -
e of grogramming, espegially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
S proposals fo force reporting omsuch things as who produced what programs would intrude on

L constitutionally-protected editoriakchoices. ;

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routin{a renewal application processing. The propésed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applipants by the Commissioners themselives would amount to coercion of

- religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

: '4 - ... (6) . - Many Christian broadcasters operate on”tight budgets, as do many smaller market Seculgr
bR stations. -Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
» oL 07 . - _squeeze niche.and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

. staff presence 'whenever a station.is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ' '

We. urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ﬁulemgg 3 (ﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Ma/
{/

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numberH&Qm
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wouid do so - and must not be adopted.

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints o shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govermment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would-do se — even Iif a religious broadeaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewat proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RtfeQékrMéWeR
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, Oom

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects o the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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i emtsw -respon Se to the Locallsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

M;%RM%) eledbet Uan, 24, 2008, in' MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

“; ‘Weu,_rg_eatlné"FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or pqlicies discussed above.
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SaveChristianRadie:com Page 1 of 3'

FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATIONS!
Tell the FCC to keep, FREE SPEECH FREE and not to  tamper with @hﬂﬂﬂ@&l&ﬂdﬂ

u
e

The F CC is consrdenng rule changes that could force Chnstran radio stations to eithelr modify~' ‘
their messages.or be forced from the air. » '

Although not directed specrﬁqally at those usrng,,,the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of
the’ Gospel, potential rule chianges could put Cliristian Broadgasters in, an untenable position. If
enacted, the proposals could force Christian radio programmers to either compremise their
messages by including input from those who don’t share the same values, or to run the risk of
costly, long and potentially ruinous government inquiries.

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that weuld force every radio
station to take programmmg advice from.community advisory boards broadly representative of
an area’s poplllatron "That ineans that Christian bnoadcaststatrons could be forced to take
programmmg advice from peopjle whose values are at odds with the Gospel! A well -organized
group of atheists, abortionists or secular humanists could demand representation — and have

standing to cause trouble at the FCC 1f they were tumed away

RESULT: Any Chrrstlan Broadcaster who stands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise

ected

. ... religious programmlng' C MAR 26 2008

~ .

on matters of co‘nsorence, couldgﬁndthsror ther station: .- slicense renewal tied up for many years -

as the FCC consrders complaints and allegationsovernothing more than the station’s chosen
broadcast message' .

PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every

three months, how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and -

how it reflects the interests of a cross-section of local residents — even those who do not share
Gospel values. S G

RESULT: If"enaoted’ Such reqmrements w?il give (fhnstran Rad10 s opponents powerful new
tools to harass and possibly silence Gospel msplred voices. Armed with these reports,
adversaries can file complaints with the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to
compromrse on Gospel principles; any Christian Station that insists on only pure Gospel

programming could be made to pay a high price for its refusal to yield airtime to those with other -

messages.

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of .

airtime to, any group:that requests it — much like cable telev1s10n systems make time available
on “public access.channels.”

VR
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SaveChristianRadio.com Page 2 of 3 '
RESULT: But unlike public access channels, which were created as a kind of open public
forum, Christian Radio is a combination of pulplt and mission. The governmernt cannot force
messages from any pulpit, nor-insist that missionaries promulgate viewpoints contrary to the
Gospel. The same way, it should not be forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages
promulgated by secular humanists, abomomsts or athelsts
RESULT: The FCC is also con51denng ways it could increase 1ts coercive powers to force

speech on unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typlcal eight-
year license term could: ﬁn;i its license renewal challenged

wﬂ; S G <

While this has' long been trae, inrecent years, thefdelays tcatised by these challenges usually more
of a nuisance than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These

o %ovemment experts had authority to apply reason, and ultlmately granted a]most every renewal

presented: . . g

PROPOSAL But the FCC 1sacon51der1ng a renewal processing procedure that would take
renewal—grantmg power out ofithe haridstof qualified civil servants when a Christian station, in
good conscience, has kept its message pure and not allowed its facilities to be used to promulgate

other messages. Instead of routine processing by civil servants, such a station’s renewal
application will be subject to the often multl-yelar process of rev1ew by the polmeally-appomted
FCC'commissioners.

RESULT: Not only will such a designation maké® liceriSe renewal more time-consuming, but
alsogmore‘costly-tosobtain; Christian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater

assistance from lawyers and other consultants = addedlekpenses that could prove ruinous.

PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposmg to drive up the costs of providing Christian
Broadcastﬁlg s‘emoes by ehmmatfng la'bo sq%vmg technologlcal enhancements that make it
possiblé to opetats'radio stations, ‘s Thast itk 5f'the firde, Without an employee on the premises.

RESULT: Although such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years, the FCC is

- considering a ruleto require stafﬁng whenever a radio statlon is on the air— even ifall the_

programming at that time is delwered by satelhte God’s l?OVG may be free to all, but getting the
word out will become, even more expens1ve - perhaps too expensive for some radio stations.

PROPOSAL: The FCC is also considering a proposal that'wouldtfo“rce many Christian stations
to relocate their main studio facilities.
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RESULT: Now, it is possible fo serve several nnssmns from éne location. But under this
proposal, many co-location arrangements. Would be foreed to end — ralsmg daily operating costs

and i nnposmg immediate expenses related to movmg, constructlon of other facilities and
overseeing forced relocations. - S R

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly msmg costs of broadcastmg, mcludmg multlplymg
electricity expenses, extended staffing. reqmremeﬁtéfmdﬁfoxoed relocations will leave some
Christian Broadcasters with little choice: either cui<back or, give up. The First Amendment
protects the free exercise of religion. 'I'he government must not be allowed to impose rules that .
violate it. Christian Radiomeeds yourqsuppontmow to keep its message of salvation strong on the
nation’s airwaves. It’s not Just a Christian thmg - everyonezfs fu1r1damenta1l constltutlonal rights

are at stake. -

HERE’S WHAT YOU CAN DO
The FCC is: takmg comiments on these proposals You can add | your commerits to the record. The

FCC can only make Tulé cﬁanges based on, ev1dence - and the ev1dence you submit can. make a
difference!

By Mail: Send a letter speclfymg what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the
docket number on top of the letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office: .

MB Dogket No. 04-233, C‘ommentsﬂm Response to Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemahng Aigg¥ - d_g“ R S R w MY o R b LT 0

Mail your coliimemis, so they arrive by Ap!'ll 14( 2008 to

Using the US Postal Service: .
The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW

Washmgton”DC 0 %‘\1 oMl B e

A{tm @hlefwMe ea g“ .;.,wjke ﬁ«ﬂmm ot e
Or using FedEx, UPS, DI-IL or snmllar services:

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission

9300 East Hampton Drive

Capitol Heights, MDD 20743
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By-Internet: Visit http://www. savechnstlanradlo com for easy step-by-step comment
submission assistance,

You can also write to- yourSenatorsand Congressman Tell them that freedom of religion and
freedom of. speeeh are ‘thneatenedwaesonbe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they

will.cauise, iftheysare adopted For help locating your Senators and Congressman visit

-+ Titp: //vmw saveehrlstlamradio com




Comments in. ReSponse to Localism Notlce of Proposed Rulemaking

- MB‘Docket 3 No. 04:233

I submit the followmg comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the“NPRM™), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB.Docket No. 04-233. Any new FCC rules, policies
or procedures mustnot violaté First Amendment rights. A number of proposals discussed in the
NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. ,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who -
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow,ghhelrgowmoonsolences rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape
their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particulatly a religious broadcaster, must present.

- “‘@Wm‘inustnot tuin every radio statiofi i into & public forum where anyone and everyome ~. .

has rights to. a1r time. Proposed public access requirements would do so —even ifa religious
broadcaster consclentlously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message-delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things-as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“{4) The ECC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in Wthh certain licensees would be
autematically barred from roufine renewal applicagion processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants iy the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potetitially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
turther squeeze riiche and smaller market broadcasters, bf substantially raising costs in two.
ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is onrthe air and, (b) by further
restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs-with these proposals would forcé service
cutbacks — and.curtailed service is contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt
rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Commefits in Response to L"dc’a“lls‘ﬁl Noﬁc‘%o i ropose
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng\'(tll\ ~com
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233.
Any_new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of -
proposals discussed in the NPRW, if enacted would do so - and must not be ado T 4
dopted. r77% 1  adnce

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC@nust noﬁ;urn every. radio station into.a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed. publjc access, requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message The Frrst Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on.any rel|g|en i

3) The FCC (nust not&orce revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things.as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionalIy-protected editorial choices.

o o}
“4) " The FCC &]ust not)establlsh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routifie renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specral renewal
review of certain dlasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
!rellgroqs‘!lﬁ‘roadcasters Those‘Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cofréspofid fo their bélisfs could face long, expensive and potentrally ruinous renewal proceedings.

. (5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on trght budgets as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff preserice Whenever a stafion is on the air and, (b) by further restricting. main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest. .
o e e AT

We urge the FCC not to adopt ryles, procedures or policies discussed above
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Comments in Response.to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking & ” 090;
MB Docket No. 04-233 ”A 2 5. eq
/’/"0,?
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakng@m
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. U5
'?7
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air fime. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 ] Fereivad & |
trad O ne ¢ - o c.v. )

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. MAR 26 2008

Any new FGG rules, policies or pracedures must not violate First Amendment ngnts:g?,‘ c;\, ail ™o
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopte 4acom

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people whio do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't:share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for cfioosing to follow théir own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tumn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways:
(a) by rqunngrstaff presenee whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
,,studlhg'lgﬂcahen ¢l OICES‘ iiR isifg costs,,wrch these,proposals would ferce service cutbacks — and

e = G rtalled serwce*ls\contrary e‘theq ubllc interést.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

(the“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids lmposmon of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping:the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b). by further restricting main studio..
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submlt the following commepnts in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
L ey (the“NPRM”),'released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FGC must not force radlo statlons especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
pecple Wha do:not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstltutlonal mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share-their.yvalues could face mcreased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
¢hopsing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible VIewpomts to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
ylgwpolnts a broadcaster partlcularly a religious broadcaster, must present

Pooalgatun
(?-)oT he FCC nust not turn every radio station into a public. forum where anyone and everyone has
nghts to air time. Proposed pubhc access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on .any religion. ,

(3) The FCC must not force revelagon of SpeleIC editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmlng, espeelally teligious programming.-is not properly, dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such thmgs as who produced what programs would
mtrude on. oonstltutlonalIy-protected edltonal choices.

(4) Many Ch rlstlan broadcasters operate on tlght budgets as do many. smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the-electricity-flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to:adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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The Jason Foundation’

Working to Give Our Youth a Promise for Tomorrow

Received & Inspected

MAR 2 6 2008
March 20, 2008 FCO Mk i am
Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12™ St. SW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: In the matter of Broadcast Localism MB Docket No. 04-233
Dear Chairman Martin,

I am writing in support of Clear Channel Radio — Nashville. The Jason Foundation, Inc.
(JFI) has had a long-standing and very positive relationship with Clear Channel Radio —
Nashville.

Clear Channel — Nashville has utilized their different venues and programs to help JFI

educate the public about the “Silent Epidemic” of youth suicide. Clear Channel Radio —
Nashville went beyond running Public Service Anno%(;:cments and featured our mission
on talk shows, sport shows-and even during regular music programming. Clear Channel
has also supported The Jason Foundation in :ﬁd&aﬁmg efforts for over five years in

a row with various evenfs Clg gr been a “pagtner” with The Jason
Foundation and our effort A\ : e;;d,g ~— the 3" leading cause of death for
youth ages 15-24. F i - S

Iurge the Jg(}, flot 4o imposg uﬁ_ﬁ@’gﬂ dry and burdensonj 3 o HOT ]éhgt would hinder

Clear Channel RifdioNashvilicis abil ity to cohﬁnueg’_t 1 exc;% relatidnship
with JFI and sefnianyy community efforts. - W P

- r : g ’
Please contact mi

GERCE® | further information. | » VQ‘

CF/hb | | o

President/CEO

Educational Programs and Seminars in Awareness and Prevention of Youth Suicide

181 East Main St., Jefferson Bldg., Suite 5 ® Hendersonville, Tennessee 37075
Phone: 615-264-2323 * Fax: 615-264-0188 * Toll-Free: 1-888-881-2323 * www.jasonfoundation.com




Treasure Tennessee’s Heritage

Tennessee State Museum March 18, 2008

Lois Riggins-Ezzell
Executive Director

Tennessee State

Museum Foundation

Executive Committee

Ray Beli
Chairman

Robert P. Thomas
Vice Chairman

David Preston
_Secretary 4

Jim Spears -
Treasurer

“Senator Douglas Henry
Sengte flepresentative

qu Rob Briley

Holise Representative

Paul R. McCombs, M.D.
In]mledja't\e, Past Chair

Foundation Board

Members”

Clare Affiistead
Jim Ayers
Susan Brock

Dr. T.B. Boyd, Il
Marianne Byrd
Trudy Byrd

Ty
Carol Coleman

éhris‘t:‘fngKarbowiag
b

99"%9@ Kerrrigan ...
R

e
Pamela Lewis

Mijgh Cypn

Dlﬁnnalﬂteal Ly

"

Rich RobsHs
Rhenda Small

Byron R. Trauger

DO ot

Lopm L

B 2N A

Pl

Receive ane
Chairman Kevin J. Martin d&lnspe -~

Federal Communications Commission
445 12% Street, SW MAR 2 6 2008
Washington, DC 20036 FCO M .

3 m% TSN

RE: In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)
Dear Chairman Martin:

I am writing this letter of support on behalf of Clear Channel Communications and their broadcast
stations WSIX, WRVW, WUBT, WLAC and WNRQ), in the greater Nashville area. Asa
statewide history and-art museuni; cHarged with engagirig®nd enlxghtenmg the citizens of
Tennessee, and as an institution which does not charge admission to view our permanent exhibits,
we are delighted to have such a vital promotions partner.

Clear Channel Radio has been extremely supportive of the museum throngh PSA’s, interviews and
stories during our 2007 Year in Exhibitions. Clear Channel’s active participation helped drive
traffic to some very diverse programming. From Speak Truth to Power, an exhibition featuring 50
powerful portraits of human rights defenders; to Peter Max: Maximum Exposure, a retrospective
showcasing the artist’s work from Pop to Patriotism and Cosmos to Causes; to Sparkle & Twang:
Marty Stuart’s American Musical Odyssey, a visual feast of artifacts and instruments belonging to
a “who’s who” of Music City performers; to Bagels & Barbeque: The Jewish Experience in
Tennessee, the story of one tenacious group of Tennessee immigrants who embraced the culture
they found there, Clear Channel proved to be invaluable.

We are indebted to this broadcast company for performing such an outstanding service to
its local audience. With their assistance, the museum has been able to reach many citizens with
inspiring art and history. We are hopeful that this productive collaboration will continue well into

the future.
7@‘ ns-

Lois Riggins-Ezze
Executive Directo

Sincerely,

CC: Senator Lamar Alexander, Senator Bob Corker, Representative Marsha Blackburn,
Representative Steve Cohen, Representative Jim Cooper, Representative David Davis,
Representative Lincoln Davis, Representative John J. Duncan Jr., Representative Bart Gordon,
Representative John Tanner, Representative Zach Wamp

Thank You for including the Tennessee State Museum in your charitable giving and estate plans.

_ eyt -
1 00‘4“,“"
e [T

Fifth and Deaderick Streets m Nashville, TN 37243-1120 = Phone: 615-741-2539 m Fax: 615-741-7231




Received & Inspected

MAR2 6 2009
. FCC’ Mail Room

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, '

Any_ new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

)] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
.>’people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
wvalues couldiface increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
- consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particulasly a religious broadcaster, must present.
\ 1"y
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
,-mandates on any religion.

~(3) - - “The FCC must not force revelation of specific.éditorial decisien-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
_constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“) - - The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners thgmsglves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their-beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinaus renewal proceedings.

(5) . Many Christian.broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
s, Keepingithe. electiicitydflowing{s-often‘a:challenge. Yet, the Gommission proposes to further .

S fmel S ‘er 'ﬁt&fﬁb@iﬁ_ sasters, by.Substaritially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

IstaimplesenesERvencyer afStationds dn the aff and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

" Raising cos i’sxwff‘ka'tﬁese proposals wollld force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest. '

Ny ¥
We urge the FGC not to adopt rules, prﬁ)éédureg or policies discussed above.,
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Received & Inspecteq
MAR 2 6 7005
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking FCC Ma"‘ Ftoom

NB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radia stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their

" values-cauld face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prehibits: government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
;palnti,culamy;a,-gégﬁious broadcaster, must present. o

(2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposgg public access requiremenis would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientjously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impasition of message delivery
mandates on.any-religion.- - - :

P
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific €ditorial d&cision-making information. The choice
of programming, - especially: religious pregramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
“propgsals to- fafee reforting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on

.A,e'on_gﬁf‘uti“‘h’aij;ﬁ.pj;@.teﬁtey .€ditorial-choices. yoeeer
4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

autematically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory spegial renewal
reView 'of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themsgives would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only.the messages they
correspond to thieir beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcéasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challgnge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further .
. squeeze [&ic-he .;._angu'smaIlep;arg%rk’e,t.bn@aggagténs. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
st 'pﬁggﬁ@gg’w ém@y%it istafionis oh %b -giriand, (5)by further restricting main studio location choices.
R coSts W pieposals wall g;’tbjbe‘ servigg:&lithéicks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the

) fo}8
- V, i A ' ML

:\/:\'Ié'u'rge the FCC.not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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, I sub,mrt the followmg comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the*NPRM”), feleased Jan. 24, 2008; in IMB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —and must not be adopted

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose sueh unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates.on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally—protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeprng the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed
service'is contrary to the public interest. _ :

- . . _..\_

.We urge the FCC not to adopt rules procedures or polrmes discussed above.
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